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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 2-7, 10-22, and 25-34 are presented for examination. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 5 and 6 are objected to because of the following informalities: these 
claims are dependent on claim 1 which was deleted. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 12-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 12 recites the limitation "said new file version" in lines 2 and 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Note: claim 13 incorporates 
the error of claim 12 by reference. Claim 14 recites the limitation "the new file version" in 
lines 3 and 4. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 1 5 recites the limitation "the original file version" in lines 2 and 3 and "the 
new file version" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the 
claim. 
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Claim 16 recites the limitation "the new file version" in lines 2 and 3 and "the 
original file version" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. 

Claim 17 recites the limitation "the newer version" in line 8. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Note: claims 18-21 incorporate the 
errors of claim 17. 

Claim 18 recites the limitation "the second version" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claim 20 recites the limitation "the 
second file version" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. Claim 21 recites the limitation "the second file version" in line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 22 recites the limitation "the second file version" in line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. C/aim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 

103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject nnatter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-3, 10-12, 17, 18, 23 and 25-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Parker et al. (hereinafter Parker US 6,366,930 B1) in view of 
Kakumani et al. (hereinafter Kakumani US 6,681 ,382 B1 ). 
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As per claim 30, Parker discloses a method of backing up a file, comprising: (a) 
making a change to an original version of a file thereby creating a new version of the file 
(Parker, col. 2, lines 3-67, "changed file"); (b) saving said new version (Parker, col. 2, 
line 23, "storing the current version"); (c) computing a transformation operator, the 
transformation operator is indicative of the differences between the original version of 
the file and the new version (Parker, col. 2, lines 21-67, "computing the differences 
between the two previous and current versions to provide a forward delta and reverse 
delta"); (d) saving said transformation operator (Parker, col. 2, lines 23-24, "storing . . . 
the reverse delta of the changed file"); (e) applying the transformation operator on the 
new version of the file in order to recover the original version of the file (Parker, col. 2, 
lines 30-34, "to restore any requested file if it is located on-site by recovering the current 
version and subtracting the appropriate reverse deltas therefrom until the requested file 
is produced"); making a further change to said new file version to create a second new 
tile version, saving said second new file version, computing a second transformation 
operator which is indicative of the differences between the new file version and the 
second new file version, and saving said second transformation operator (Parker, col. 2, 
lines 1 8-67); and change to said new file version to create a second new file version, 
saving said second new file version, computing a second transformation operator which 
is indicative of the differences between the original file version and the second new file 
version, and saving said second transformation operator (Parker, col. 2, lines 18-67). 

Parker teaches computing the transformation operator (Parker, col. 2, lines 55- 
62), but does not explicitly disclose the transformation operator is computed 
immediately upon the new version being saved. Kakumani teaches the transformation 
operator is computed immediately upon the new version being saved (Kakumani, col. 2, 
lines 19-23). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time the invention was made to modify the system of Parker by computing the 
transformation operator immediately upon the new version being saved (Kakumani, col. 
2, lines 19-23). The motivation being to compute and save all the successive 
transformation operators between the changed files. 

As per claim 2, Parker and Kakumani teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 30, and further teach saving said transformation operator in a 
separate tile (Parker, col. 2, lines I 8-67). 

As per claim 3, Parker and Kakumani teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 2, and further teach said separate file containing said transformation 
operator is stored on a storage medium that also contains said new file version (Parker, 
col. *2, lines 18-67). 

Claims 10-12, 17, 18, 23, and 25-34 are rejected on grounds corresponding to 
the reasons given above for claims 2-3, and 30. 

Claims 4, 13, 19 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Parker et al. (hereinafter Parker US 6,366,930 B1 ) in view of 
Kakumani et al. (hereinafter) Kakumani" US 6,681,382 B1) and further in view of 
Wescott (US 6,223,323 B1). ) 

As per claim 4, Parker and Kakumani teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 3, except for explicitly disclosing said storage medium comprises a 
RAID storage subsystem. Wescott teaches a storage subsystem (Wescott, col. 1, lines 
24-31 ). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the Parker and Kakumani's combined system by 
using a RMD storage subsystem as disclosed by Wescott (Wescott col. 1, lines 24-31). 
The motivation being to improve performance and reliability of the storage system. 
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Claims 13, 19, and 26 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given 
above for claim 4. 

Claims 5-7, 14-16, 20-22 and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Parker et al. (hereinafter Parker), US 6,366,930 B1 in view of 
Kakumani et al. (hereinafter Kakumani), US 6,681 ,382 B1 and further in view of Lash 
Pub. No.: US 2002/0188665 Al. 

As per claim 5, Parker and Kakumani teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1 , and further teach computing the difference between the old and 
new version of the file (Parker, col. 2, lines 18-67). Parker does not explicitly disclosing 
said transformation operator includes a difference value, said difference value being the 
difference between a numerical value in the original file version and a numerical value in 
the new file version. Lash teaches said transformation operator includes a difference 
value, said difference value being the difference between a numerical value in the 
original file version and a numerical value in the new file vision (Lash, page 5, (0053)). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the difference file of Parker by Incorporating the 
difference of numerical value of the old and new version of file as disclosed by Lash 
(Lash, page 5, (00531 ) in the difference file of Parker. The motivation being to identify 
the difference between numerical values in the old and new version of file. 

As per claim 6, Parker and Kakumani teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 30, and further teach computing the difference between the old and 
new version of the file (Parker, col. 2, lines I 8-67). Parker does not explicitly said 
transformation operator includes words or binary encoded values that have been 
deleted from the original file version to produce the new file version. Lash teaches said 
transformation operator includes words or binary encoded values that have been 
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deleted from the original file version to produce the new file version (Lash, page 5, 
(00531 ). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the difference file of Parker by including 
information whether words or binary encoded values that have been deleted from the 
original file to produce the new file as disclosed by Lash (Lash, page 5, (0053)). The 
motivation being to identify the difference between the old file and the new file. 

Claim 7 is rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for 
claim 6. Claims 14-16, 20-22 and 27-29 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the 
reasons given above for claims 5-7. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 19 August 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. The applicant in essence argued to claims 10, 17, 25 and 30 that 
the prior art of record does not show or suggest "retrieving a transformation operator 
that is indicative of differences between a current version of the file and the file in 
existence at least two versions ago." The examiner responds that the since Parker 
teaches a version differencer that checks for changes periodically (Parker, column 4, 
lines 10-46) it would be implicit that at least at some point the file would go through at 
least too changes in the interval and thus the change detected and differenced would be 
at least two version separated from the original version. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Sheedy et al. US 4,91 2,637 A Directly generates any version. 
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Squibb US 5,729,743 A IVIerges system deltas. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jack M. Choules whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4109. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jean R. Homere can be reached on (571 ) 272-3780. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Jack M Choules 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2167 
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